Outline of the Talk
(1) two motivating puzzles a. Shift-Together : The indexicals in Zazaki 1 and Slave 2 show shifting under certain modal verbs, but cannot shift independently.
b. Within-language variation in indexical shifting: In Slave, the same indexical shifts obligatorily, optionally, or not at all, depending on the modal verb it is under.
We account for these puzzles by proposing that (at least in Zazaki and Slave) indexical shifting is driven by context-shifting operators, which overwrite the context parameter of the interpretation function with the intensional index parameter: We argue that the operator-theoretic approach better accounts for the puzzles in (1) than the other proposals that have been presented in the literature.
The Shift-Together Constraint

All Indexical Expressions are Shiftable in Zazaki
The Zazaki counterparts to English I, you, here, and yesterday all have the option of shifting when within the scope of the verb vano (meaning 'say'). 
This is actually Shifting
This isn't Direct Quotation! 1. The examples with shifted here and yesterday (6,7), which have an attitudeholder-referring 3rd-person pronoun cannot be direct quotation.
2. NPIs within a shifted context are can be licensed by a matrix licenser.
3. A' extraction is possible out of a shifted context.
The evidence in this section assumes the following hypothesis:
(8) Direct discourse is treated like a phonological string by the syntax of the embedding clause. It opaque to the grammatical processes of the embedding clause, and vice versa. (Partee, 1973; Recanati, 1999; Schlenker, 1999) In Zazaki complements of vano with shifted indexicals, NPIs can be licensed, contra expectation if these are cases of direct quotation. An NPI in Zazaki is the word kes 'anyone.' A similar contrast between direct discourse and vano complements holds for A' extraction, which is illicit in bona fide cases of direct discourse:
(11) * The girl that Hesen said,"I kissed t." is pretty.
However, A'-extraction is possible out of complements of vano: 
a A speech-context domain is the scope of a verb-of-saying up to the scope of the next ccommanded verb-of-saying.
Evidence for shift-together from Zazaki 
Summarizing:
In an embedded clause with two indexicals, existing theories predict that there should be four possible interpretations. However, there are at most two.
Evidence that shift-together is not due to c-command minimality (cf. Percus and Sauerland (2002) 'H. said that people that like me and the people that don't like me met' 'H. said that the people that like auth(U) and the people that don't like auth(U) met' * 'H. said that the people that like me and the people that don't like auth(U) met' * 'H. said that the people that like auth(U) and the people that don't like me met'
Accounting for the Constraint in Previous Theories
Indexical shifting has been noted in a variety of languages over the past two decades. Below are representative examples:
(22) Aghem (Hyman, 1979) w`1zÍn woman Neither of these solutions can account for the restriction on shifting in (25), since both proposals deal with each indexical independently. However, the theories could be strengthened by stipulating (25) as a restriction on binding.
(24) Constraint on Shifting (to be added to Schlenker and von Stechow):
All indexicals within the same modal-domain must be bound by the same context.
The Embedding-Predicate Puzzle
Under a pronoun-centric view of indexical shift (e.g. Schlenker (2003) ), the nature of the attitude-verb above the indexicals should not matter. However, in Slave the attitude-verb can influences the behavior of embedded indexicals in two distinct ways:
• Certain attitude verbs shift both 1st and 2nd person, others only 1st.
• Certain attitude verbs always shift, others allow optionality ("indirect discourse").
Shifting possibilities of indexicals dependent on attitude-verb
On a pronoun-centric view, the predicted behavior of indexicals should be independent of the embedding predicate: What we will advance: The attitude verb determines everything about how indexicals shift. Cross-linguistic difference is lexically-determined, but by a limited series of contextshifting operators, not by the indexicals themselves.
Towards an Account: Operators that Change Context Variables
The Main Proposal
• A standard approach to indexical scope: The evaluation function is specified with both a context parameter and an index parameter. The index parameter stores the current world-time of evaluation and can be changed by modal quantification. The context parameter is not affected by modal quantification, and hence things that depend on it are never effected by a modal quantifier. These are indexical expressions.
(32) a.
• Our modification: Cross-linguistic differences in indexicality are localized to the presence/absence of context-shifting operators. (Stalnaker, 1978) ; k is no longer accessible)
• The evaluation function also needs the index parameter to keep track of the reported utterance -its author, addressee, and location. Thus, the context and index are elements of the same type.
Deriving Zazaki indexicality
We posit that in the Zazaki lexicon, say can occur with op ∀ as sister: (35) This proposal neatly captures the shift-together property of Zazaki: when any indexical shifts, they all must, since indexical shift is overwriting of the context parameter. j,j = 1 iff. auth(j) is mad at addr(j) in j = 1 iff. John is mad at Bill in j.
Slave indexicality
In Slave, we consider propositional arguments of the verb say, which obligatorily shifts all first person indexicals. This follows if Slave say is unambiguously entered in the lexicon with op auth as its sister. op auth rewrites the author coordinate of the context parameter with that of the index parameter. Since auth(i) will be the counterpart of the attitude holder. the operator will set the author coordinate of the context parameter to the attitude holder. 
A Supported Prediction of the Operator Account: Multiple Embedding
The stipulative clausemate-binding addition (25) to Schlenker/von Stechow, and an operatortheoretic approach differ on an important prediction. We predict that the context parameter set in the matrix clause cannot be accessed by any indexicals in modal-domains below an indexical that shifts -because shifting requires erasure of the context.
Background Scenario: Andrew is the brother of Rojda, a famous traitor, but keeps this knowledge secret from his new friends, Hesen and Ali. One day Hesen finds out Andrew's secret and confronts him. Thus, the cases of double embedding of verbs-of-saying satisfy the surprising prediction made by the operator-theoretic approach.
Residual Issues
The essential aspect of the system we propose is that attitude-verbs determine the indexical shifting properties of the system. A general issue is the scope of the current theory in accounting for all cross-linguistic facts that have been attributed to indexicals. We turn to some possible evidence that the index parameter does contain the author, addressee, and location parameters.
de se attitudes
In our proposal, the modal accessibility relation will pick out indices where the auth coordinate is the individual the speaker identifies as his counterpart. Thus, auth(i) is a de se referent. 4 We propose that subject-controlled PRO actually denotes this co-ordinate: Similarly, object-controlled PRO is identified with addr(i) to capture the de te facts of object control (Chierchia, 1989) :
(46) a. Thinking that she was Mary's mother, John begged of Mary, "Mary should sing."
b. # John begged Mary to sing.
Logophors
Similarly, we have the technology to propose that logophoric pronouns denote co-ordinates of the index parameter as well (and are simply morphological spellouts of these)
This implicitly forces all logophors to be read de se, a prediction which Kusumoto (1998) has verified for Bafut.
As it stands, treating logophors simply as, e.g., auth(i), has several technical problems. First, it cannot rule out logophors in non-attitude-embedded contexts. We might avail ourselves of the following ill-understood stipulation:
(48) Context blocking: Do not use a logophor when an indexical could be used.
This blocks the use of logophors outside of attitude contexts. It also explains the absence of 1st person logophors in embedded contexts, since the indexical is still available (except under shifting).
Indeed, we may find surprising evidence for this in Mupun (Frajzyngier, 1993) , which has a addr-log (i.e. referring to reported speech addressee) that cannot co-refer with the utterance author General Conclusion: Logophors seem to provide evidence that the index parameter contains author/addressee as well. However, (48) may face difficulty in Aghem, where auth-log can occur with a shifted 2nd-person pronoun; if this is to be consistent with shift-together, further research is clearly needed on possible logophor inventories.
Even Shiftier Indexical Expressions in Amharic and English
Amharic
Schlenker (2003) points out a case in Amharic that seems to counterexemplify the shift-together constraint.
(50) al@ttazz@z@ññ 1st.sg.-fut-neg-obey-1st.sg.
al@. 3rd.sg.m-past-say 'John i said I i will not obey me. ' (Leslau, 1995) Preliminarily, we have established an additional judgement for this sentence: it is unambiguous in a way Schlenker's system would not expect: it cannot mean John i said that he will not obey me.
Further research is necessary to determine what the extent of such apparent violations of shifttogether are in Amharic. 
English temporal indexicals
Schlenker also argues there are temporal indexicals in English that behave as though they can optionally shift.
6
(51) Over the past few years, John has repeatedly told me he would return my money in exactly two days.
7
5 Danny Fox has suggested to us that perhaps Amharic has the option of raising indexicals covertly, while Slave and Zazaki do not. The unambiguous meaning of (50) might then follow from a subject-object asymmetry in extraction.
6 There is apparently a disagreement between Schlenker (2003) and Schlenker (1999) as to whether two days ago is a shiftable temporal indexical in English. We have found that there is indeed idiolectal variation in whether two days ago must be utterance indexical or not. For the purposes of illustration, we consider only in two days, which seems to have the relevant ambiguity for all speakers we spoke to.
Given that utterance-indexical temporal adverbs (e.g., tomorrow ) do not shift in these contexts, this seems to argue against overwriting of the time co-ordinate of the context.
We would simply like to note that there is in two days does not always show this shifting behavior, and that its shifting can be dependent on the temporal properties of the embedded clause: Under models where the ungrammaticality of using he for auth(c) is due to blocking (e.g. Schlenker (2003) ), the Zazaki matrix/embedded asymmetry is very surprising. Note that this is the case whether the blocking is morphological or semantic.
